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United States Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 2327 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Sir: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-identified application are: 
(X) A Request for Reconsideration in 5 pages. 

(X) The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be required, or 
credit any overpayment, to Account No. 11-1410. 



(X) Return prepaid postcard. 



Adeel S. Akhtar 
Registration No. 41,394 
Attorney of Record 
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United States Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 2327 
Arlington, VA 22202 



RECEIVED 

OCT 1 0 20QZ 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER R3700 



Dear Sir: 

In response to the Final Office Action mailed on July 30, 2002, please reconsider the 
above-captioned application in view of the following remarks: 



REMARKS 

The Examiner has continued to reject all of the pending claims as being anticipated or 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) or obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

All of the Examiner*s rejections are based upon the Examiner's refusal to give patentable 
weight to functional language related to "high temperature treatment of substrates," "allowing 
treatment of the substrate upon the support structure" and "configured to support a substrate in a 
process chamber during high temperature processing." If the Examiner were to give due weight 
to this language, then the rejections cannot stand. 

Applicant traverses the rejections and submits that they are based upon legally incorrect 
findings that the claim language cannot be given any patentable weight. The Examiner seems 
confused between giving weight to functional language as a method or step limitation, and draws 
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